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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 20 February 2007 . 
2a)E This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) D Claim(s) 21-23,25-48 and 50-53 is/are rejected. 
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Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)KI The drawing(s) filed on 24 February 2004 is/are: a)D accepted or b)£3 objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 
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3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to Applicant's amendment filed on 20 February 2007. 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 20 February 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

2. Applicant argues the device disclosed by Schmitt does not contain a sheet of 
shape memory material because threads are round and sheets are flat. However, 
Examiner argues that the threads are used to form a sheet of woven material (as shown 
in Figure 2) that is substantially flat. Regarding Applicant's argument that the shape 
memory material must be in the form of a sheet, the shape memory material is in the 
form of a sheet, however, it contains additional components that aid in forming it into a 
sheet. 

3. Applicant argues that Schmitt uses an adhesive. Applicant argues that the resin 
used by Schmitt is not a separate adhesive that connects the layer of biocompatible 
material to the super elastic material and therefore meets the claim limitations. The 
resin is what makes up. the layer of biocompatible material (column 4, line 64 to column 
5, line 6). 

Drawings 

4. New corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in this 
application because the drawings are crowded and unclear on pages 3 and 6 (Figures 
6-1 1 and 20-25) of the drawings (see 37 CFR 1 ,84(k). Applicant is advised to employ 
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the services of a competent patent draftsperson outside the Office, as the U.S. Patent 
and Trademark Office no longer prepares new drawings. The corrected drawings are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The 
requirement for corrected drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Specification 

5. The amendment to the Abstract filed on 20 February 2007 overcomes 
Examiner's rejection that it is too long. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 21-24, 27-30 and 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Schmitt (US Patent 6,375,662). 

8. Regarding Claim 21-23, Schmitt'662 discloses a patch to pace against tissue 
containing a layer of biocompatible material (26, see column 4, line 64 to column 5, line 
6) and a layer of nitinol, a biocompatible superelastic/shape memory material (40, see 
column 8, lines 19-35). 
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9. Regarding Claim 24, Schmitt'662 discloses that the patch can use the shape 
memory material to take up any shape in the resting state depending on the application 
of the patch (column 8, lines 36-50). 

1 0. Regarding Claim 27 and 28, Schmitt'662 discloses that the layer of 
superelastic/shape memory material is at least partially covered with a matrix of 
biocompatible material (column 4, line 64 to column 5, line 6). 

1 1 . Regarding Claim 29 and 30, the device taught by Schmitt'662 is capable of being 
used to compress a hollow body cavity, such as the heart, because of its size and use 
of biocompatible materials. 

1 2. Regarding Claim 34, Schmitt'662 discloses the incorporation of a medicinal 
substance into the patch (column 7, lines 5-10). 

1 3. Regarding Claim 35, the device taught by Schmitt'662 is capable of compressing 
tissue because it has the same structure as the disclosed device. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 
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1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

16. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt'662, as applied to Claim 21, and in further view of King, et al. (US Patent 
3,874,388). 

1 7. Schmitt'662 teaches the limitations of Claim 25, except for the use of protrusions 
extending from the shape memory material. 

18. King'388 teaches a patch (9) having multiple arms (91) configured to have a 
concave shape (see Figure 1 c) in order to close a hollow chamber of the heart with a 
simple and reliable structure that does not require open-heart surgery (column 2, lines 
45-57). King'388 also teaches that the arms (91 ) have bars at the ends (83, 93) to allow 
the patch to be anchored to the heart (column 6, lines 14-31). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
barbs on the end of the arms to ensure that the patch can be anchored to the body. 

19. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt'662 and King'388, as applied to Claim 25, and in further view of Forber, et 
al. (US Patent 5,733,294). 

20. Schmitt'662 and King'388 disclose the limitations of Claim 26, except for the use 
of a power source. 

21 . Forber'294 discloses an occlusion apparatus with the use of an external 
electricity source to cause the arms (60) of a device to repel each other (column 6, lines 
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45-57). Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use an external electricity source to cause the arms to repel 
each other in order to uniformly distribute themselves. 

22. Claim 31 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schmitt'662, as applied to Claim 21, in further view of Zhu, et al. (US Patent 
6,589,269). 

23. Schmitt'662 teaches the limitations of Claim 31 , except for an explicit structure of 
a deployment device. 

24. Zhu'269 teaches a patch delivery system containing a deployment section (20) 
configured to apply a vacuum to retain the patch until ready for delivery and a handle 
(102) (column 3, lines 55-65). Zhu'269 discloses a deployment device because it is 
necessary to deliver the patch to parts of the body that are not readily accessible. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to disclose a deployment device for use with a patch that uses a vacuum 
because a vacuum can releasably hold the patch. 

25. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt'662, as applied to Claim 21, in further view of Evard, et al. (US Patent 
5,536,251). 

26. Schmitt'662 teaches the limitations of Claim 32, except for the use of jaws to 
deploy the patch. 

27. Evard'251 teaches that it is known to use jaws (32) to apply a patch (column 3, 
lines 66 to column 4, lines 3) because this is less invasive than performing open heart 
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surgery. Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a jaw to apply a patch to the heart rather than apply it 
manually because it does not require the risks of open heart surgery. 

28. Claims 37 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schmitt'662, as applied to Claim 36, in further view of King'388. 

29. Schmitt'662 teaches the limitations of Claim 37, except for that the patch has a 
concave shape with multiple arms with protrusions extending from the arms. 

30. Regarding Claim 37, King'388 teaches a patch (9) having multiple arms (91) 
configured to have a concave shape (see Figure 1c) in order to close a hollow chamber 
of the heart with a simple and reliable structure that does not require open-heart surgery 
(column 2, lines 45-57). Regarding Claim 38, King'388 also teaches that the arms (91 ) 
have bars at the ends (83, 93) to allow the patch to be anchored to the heart (column 6, 
lines 14-31). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
the invention was made to include barbs on the end of the arms to ensure that the patch 
can be anchored to the body. 

31. Claims 39, 41, 45, 47, 48, 49 and 51-53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Schmitt'662 in further view of Zhu'269. 

32. Regarding Claim 47 and 51 , Schmitt'662 discloses a method of applying a patch 
which includes retaining the patch inside a deployment device (column 3, lines 11-14), 
advancing the deployment device to the tissue surface (column 2, line 67 to column 3, 
line 3 and column 3, line 19-20), pressing the patch against the tissue surface (column 
3, lines 20-21 ), manipulating the deployment device to allow it close the opening 
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(column 3, lines 20-22). The patch includes a layer of biocompatible material, that is 
capable of swelling, and a layer of superelastic/shape memory material (see Claim 1 
rejection). Regarding Claim 45, Schmitt'662 the incorporation of a medicinal substance 
into the patch (column 7, lines 5-10). 

33. Zhu'269 teaches a patch delivery system using a deployment section (20) 
configured to apply a vacuum to retain the patch until ready for delivery and a handle 
(102) (column 3, lines 55-65). Zhu'269 discloses the use of a deployment device 
because it is necessary to deliver the patch to parts of the body that are not readily 
accessible and the vacuum allows the body party to be covered with the patch to be 
cleared of blood first (column 4, lines 32-46). Regarding Claim 48, 49, 52 and 53, 
Zhu'269 discloses that this method can be performed on internal organs (column 4, 
lines 5-1 1 ). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time 
the invention was made to disclose a deployment device for use with a patch that uses 
a vacuum because a vacuum can remove excess blood. 

34. Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt'662 and Zhu'269, as applied to Claim 39, in further view of Hammersiag 
(US Patent 5,653,730). 

35. Schmitt'662 teaches the limitations of Claim 39, except for the use of an 
adhesive. 

36. Hammerslag730 teaches that it is known to use adhesives to deploy patches 
because it aids in preventing hemorrhaging (column 2, lines 7-47). Therefore it would 
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have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
adhesives when deploying a patch in order to prevent hemorrhaging. 

37. Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt'662 and Zhu'269, as applied to Claim 39, in further view of Evard'251. 

38. Schmitt'662 teaches the limitations of Claim 32, except for the use of jaws to 
deploy the patch. 

39. Evard'251 teaches that it is known to use jaws (32) to apply a patch (column 3, 
lines 66 to column 4, lines 3) because this is less invasive than performing open heart 
surgery. Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a jaw to apply a patch to the heart rather than apply it 
manually because it does not require the risks of open heart surgery. 

40. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt'662 and Zhu'269, as applied to Claim 39, in further view of King'388. 

41 . Schmitt'662 and Zhu'269 teach the limitations of Claim 43, except for the use of 
arms, a base, and attachment means. 

42. King'388 teaches the use of a patch (9) containing arms (91 ), a base (84), an 
attachment means extending from the arms (87), and advancing the deployment device 
to the tissue surface of the heart (Figures 9a-9k and column 1 , lines 5-1 0) in order to 
repair a septal defect. Therefore it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at 
the time the invention was made to use a patch containing arms, a base, and an 
attachment means because it is able to fit into a catheter and deployment through a 
catheter is poses less risk to the patient (column 2, lines 31-57). 
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43. Claim 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt'662 and Zhu'269, as applied to Claim 39, in further view of Zhu'269. 

44. Schmitt'662 and Zhu'269 teach all the limitations of Claim 39. Regarding Claim 
46, Zhu'269 teaches that the patch is used to compress tissue in a patient to stop 
bleeding (column 4, lines 24-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in 
the art at the time the invention was made to use the patch to apply pressure in order to 
stop bleeding. 

45. Claim 50 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schmitt'662 and Zhu'269, as applied to Claim 47, in further view of King'388. 

46. Schmitt'662 teaches the limitations of Claim 50, except for the use of attachment 
means extending from the patch. 

47. King'388 teaches a patch (9) having multiple arms (91 ) configured to have a 
concave shape (see Figure 1c) in order to close a hollow chamber of the heart with a 
simple and reliable structure that does not require open-heart surgery (column 2, lines 
45-57). King'388 also teaches that the arms (91 ) have bars at the ends (83, 93) to allow 
the patch to be anchored to the heart (column 6, lines 14-31). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
barbs on the end of the arms to ensure that the patch can be anchored- to the body. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lindsey Bachman whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6208. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday 7:30 am to 5 pm, 
and alternating Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Hayes can be reached on 571-272-4959. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



